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- ..Two former officials of the Carter 
; administration yesterday politely but 
firmly questioned the wisdom of the 
Reagan administration’s newly de- 
'dared' polity of notmegotiating with; 
terrorists such as ? those ;.who- -held] 


; I* Answering i question* " before > the 
House^Foreign Affairs- Committee/oii 
'the Irsui hostage crisis^ fonner secre- ’ 
tarjr of state Edmund:**: Muskie said, 
it was /“unwise - to- freeze-in -concrete" 
in^advance the-’ steps ' the country 


?|.'<The nonnegotiation option looks • 
very easy now that the -hostages are 
tedcf &om Iran, Musriesald. “But if . 

we had - adopted-- tha^the-; hostages' 
would still be In. Tehriin^^v^gjstf ^ ; 

Moreover, Muskie saidU “those who 
, say they would not negotiate.have not { 
suggested what they would-do " ^ - * 
: r ? Muskie’3 position* was supported by - 
former deputy secretary ofTstote War- 
.ren Christopher, thecfaiefU.S. negoti- 
: ator during the climactic stages of the 
’ crisis. He. said Suggestions., that the* 

; United States should have set a dead- 
-line for the release oFtheIhostages v .to:- 
' be" followed by- miEtary- action; against : 

: fian,’ would have backfired:, Ky:' 
:^fCIu^pher-saidsu£h~» r course : un- 
doubtedly would, have meant the 
^deaths of the hostager since Iran, be-l 
-cause of internal divisions and powers 
- struggles, was incapable of meeting 
any kind of U.S.deacHme.‘ ‘ ’C v > ' •” 
a bad idea jhea arid a bad 
ridea now.'Vhe 


:ir House members’ questioning of the 
two senior ex-officials wa3 polite and 
the bipartisan praise for their individ- 
ual performances during the crisis was 
lavish. But beneath the courtesy, there 
was an argument going on as Muskie 
and Christopher defended the Carter 
, administration’s handling of the hos- 
tage crisis in the face, of implicit criti- 
cism* from their successors in the 
• Reagan State Department 
* That criticism was contained in a 
State ••<-' Department '''announcement 
Wednesday that the new administra- 
tion would honor and implement the 
terms of the hostage agreement that, 
led to the- freeing of the 52 American 
captives on the day President Reagan 
took office. “The present administra- 
. tion would not have, negotiated with 
Iran for . the release of the hostages,” 
LthejState Department announcement., 
said. “Future acts of state-sponsored 
terrorism against the United States 
will meet swift and sure punishment” 
Reagan administration officials have 
refused to specify what they mean by 
“swift and sure punishment,” but the 
threat of military action is implicit 
Muskie yesterday questioned the wis- 
dom of setting a deadline for taking 
■ military action, which he said would- 
engags the United States in “the old 
familiar game of chicken” from which 
there could be no -turning back. I 
b?F“I don't think we have been dimin- 
: ished" by the willingness to end the 
^hostage crisis - through negotiations, . 
V Muskie said. “I think we might have- 
’ been diminished if we had bombed 
I [Iran]. It might have been seen a3 a 
misuse of power by one of the world’s 
superpowers.” - v:-y. ‘ ' . 
^/.Muskie, also said that U.S. allies 


“applaud the fact that, notwithstand- 
ing our raw power, we used restraint 
and were successful” ' ) L 
As they did earlier this week before, 
the Senate Foreign Relations Comm-, 
mittee, Muskie and Christopher de- 
fended the terms of the hostage agree- 
ment and were 'not 1 ' seriously chair: 
lenged on their assessment by . com- 
mittee members. T" h •- i 
’ In response to questions about what : 
preceded the downfall 'of the shah of' 
Iran, Christopher said he thought U.S. I 
^intelligence services had underesti-'j 
mated the extent of the shahV politi- 1 
cal problems during 1978 and the de- j 
•terioration of his own health duri ng i 
this same period. --••v-,’?: -• v 
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